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SUMMARY

By these reply comments, the Information Industry Liaison Committee ("IILC"), as

sponsored by the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions, is responding generally to

the comments raised with respect to its processes and procedures, and its effectiveness, as well as

to address specifically those concerns with respect to :1) acceptance of issues by the IILC;

2) voluntary participation in the IILC; and 3) the meaning of consensus in the IILC. The IILC

takes no position as to the merits of any of the concerns raised about its processes in the

comments filed in this proceeding.

Chartered in 1987, the IILC serves as an interindustry mechanism for the discussion and

voluntary resolution of industry wide concerns related to Open Network Architecture ("DNA")

and/or local network interactivity. The IILC structure consists of the full committee, an

Interindustry Advisory Group ("lAG"), and issue specific Task Groups.

Resolution of issues in the IILC and its Task Groups is by consensus which is established

when substantial agreement (i.e., more than a simple majority, but not necessarily unanimity) has

been reached among the materially affected industry groups participating in the issue at hand.

Consensus requires that all views and objections be considered, and that a concerted effort be

made toward their resolution. Under some circumstances, consensus is achieved when the

minority no longer wishes to articulate its objections. In other cases, the opinion of the minority

may, upon request, be recorded with the substantial agreement (i.e., the consensus) of the

majority.

The IILC issue resolution process is called the "going-going-gone" process. The first

"going" occurs when the full IILC reaches an initial consensus resolution. The second "going"

occurs after the Interindustry Advisory Group reviews the initial resolution for procedural

fairness. The final "gone" step signifies that the issue has the final consensus approval of the full



m..C and may be distributed as a sanctioned IILC position.

As respects the m..Cs acceptance of issues, all matters presented to the IILC will be

addressed. However, only those issues which are related to the mission and scope of the IILC's

work will be substantively discussed. If the proposed issue does not meet these requisites, the

IILC has historically accepted these issues on a provisional basis to see, if perhaps, some aspect of

the issue may warrant IILC deliberations.

Participation in the m..C is voluntary. At no time is a participant required to submit an

issue or a contribution in support of an issue. The IILC does not control which services are

offered by the participating companies; nor does it control how services are offered. When the

IILC reaches consensus, it believes that its participants are committeed to consider IILC

resolutions in good faith.

m..C consensus signifies that the m..C has systematically reviewed an issue, sought to

address it in a professional matter that meets the needs of the originator, and has reached

substantial agreement on findings, recommendations, and/or technical descriptions of possible

services. Whether the consensus reached is a result of the issue resolution process or the IILC's

Systematic Uniformity Process, the agreement is not an agreement by the participants to

uniformly implement the proposed service nor the technology on a national basis. The m..c

submits that it does not intend and never has intended to usurp a participating company's ability to

make independent business judgments and implementation plans.

The m..c believes that its process, by design, affords a full and fair opportunity for all

interested parties to raise and discuss issues, views, objections, and concerns before reaching final

agreement on the outcome ofa matter.

II



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Computer m Further Remand
Proceedings: Bell Operating
Company Provision of Enhanced
Services

)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 95-20

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE
INFORMATION INDUSTRY LIAISON COMMITTEE

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMAR:\' .

L OVERVIEW OF THE IILC AND ITS PROCESSES................................ 2

n. ACCEPTANCE OF ISSUES BY THE IILC.............................................. 6

m. VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION IN THE IILC..................................... 7

IV. THE MEANING OF CONSENSUS IN THE IILC................................... 9

CONCLUSION....................................................................................................... 11



Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICAnONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Computer m Further Remand
Proceedings: Bell Operating
Company Provision of Enhanced
Services

)
)
)
)
)
)

CC Docket No. 95-20
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The Information Industry Liaison Committee ("IILC"), as sponsored by the Alliance for

Telecommunications Industry Solutions, Inc. ("ATIS"), hereby files these reply comments with

the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC" or "Commission") in CC Docket No. 95~20,

Notice ofProposed Rulemaking ("NPRM"), In the Matter ofComputer lIT Further Remand

Proceedings: Bell Operating Company Provision ofEnhanced Services (Adopted: February 7,

1995~ Released: February 21, 1995V

1 The TILC's reply comments reflect the consensus views ofits participants. As such, this
means that the views expressed herein represent substantial agreement reached by the directly and
materially affected participants in the TILC, both from the local exchange carrier and non-local
exchange carrier communities. As per the TILC By~laws, substantial agreement is more than a
simple majority but not necessarily unanimity. See Attachment B, TILC Handbook (November,
1994), Section IT, By-laws - Section 6.2 Consensus Resolution, (1).
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By these reply comments,2 the IILC intends to respond generally to the comments raised

regarding its processes and procedures, and its effectiveness, as weU as address specificaUy those

concerns with respect to: 1) acceptance of issues by the IILC; 2) voluntary participation in the

IILC; and 3) the meaning ofconsensus in the IILe. 3

I. OVERVIEW OF THE fiLC AND ITS PROCESSES

Chartered in 1987, the IILC serves as an interindustry mechanism for the discussion and

voluntary resolution ofindustry-wide concerns related to Open Network Architecture ("ONA")

and/or local network interactivity. ATIS agreed to sponsor the IILC at the request ofthe Regional

Bell Operating Companies ("RBOCS") who learned from non-exchange carriers that there was a

common need for an ongoing forum in which interested parties could come together and discuss

ONA issues."

The organizational structure of the IILC consists of the fuU committee, an Interindustry

Advisory Group ("IAG"), and issue-specific Task Groups. The full IILC is the deliberative body

in which final consensus is reached. It also performs other functions such as being the primary

2 A list of the parties, other than the IILC, filing direct comments is contained in
Attachment A. These reply comments employ the abbreviations contained in Attachment A in
referring to the comments of the parties in this proceeding (~., "Comments of ATSI, at p._").

3 See Comments ofATSI, at 2; Comments ofHatfield Associates, at 11; Comments of
ITA generally; Comments ofMCI, at 9,32, including the affidavit ofPeter Guggina, at 4-8; and
Comments ofProdigy, at 4.

.. ATIS (formerly, the Exchange Carriers Standards Association) sponsors a number of
industry committees and forums created for the purpose of reaching consensus resolutions on
important and at times, contentious telecommunications issues. In its role as sponsor for each of
these committees and forums, ATIS ensures that proper procedures are followed for the
development of consensus. In this regard, strict adherence to the principles ofopenness and due
process is required.
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place where ONA and/or local network interactivity issues are introduced and further defined, as

wen as perfonning ongoing issue review, and being a source of industry presentations and

tutorials.

The lAG supervises the administrative, procedural, and logistical functions of the IILC. It

also reviews recommendations from the Task Groups for adherence to the laC By-laws and

procedures. It is representative of the IILC in that its membership consists of nine positions, four

representatives from the local exchange carrier ("LEC") industry and five representatives selected

from the non-LEC participating industry groups. Alternates are also selected for each position. S

The Task Groups develop recommendations and consensus resolutions for issues assigned

by the full IILC or for those issues directly raised by participants on the Task Groups.

Resolution of issues in the IILC and its Task Groups is by consensus which is established

when substantial agreement (i.e., more than a simple majority, but not necessarily unanimity) has

been reached among the materially affected industry groups participating in the issue at hand. As

employed by the IILC, consensus requires that all views and objections be considered, and that a

concerted effort be made toward their resolution. Under some circumstances, consensus is

achieved when the minority no longer wishes to articulate its objections. In other cases, the

opinion of the minority may, upon request, be recorded with the substantial agreement (i.e., the

S The details of the IILC's organization and the corresponding responsibilities of the
groups in its subtending structure are in Attachment B, the IILC Handbook - Section IT, By-laws
Section ill, at 3.1-3.4. The non-LEC industry groups include participants from the following
industry segments: enhanced service providers, manufacturers, interexchange carriers, and end
users. It should be noted that currently two (2) of the lAG non-LEC representative positions and
five (5) ofthe alternate non-LEC positions are vacant. The LEC representatives have one (1)
vacancy and one (1) alternate vacancy on the lAG. It may be the case that any position on the
lAG remains vacant at any given time, although efforts are made to have a full lAG.
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consensus) ofthe majority.

The IILC issue resolution process is called the "going-going-gone" process. It begins

when an industry representative brings a specific request or "strategic" issue before the full IILC

for consideration. New issues can also be presented initially to the lAG or to a Task Group which

wilJ subsequently refer these to the full IILC. The issue originator describes the nature of the

request to the IILC participants, who debate whether the issue is an appropriate one for the IILC

to investigate. When the IILC accepts a new issue, it is on a pending basis until its Task Group

presents a formal issue statement to the IILC. An issue receives a reference number, and a

volunteer LEC or non-LEC co-champion is solicited to join the issue originator in leading a Task

Group to investigate the issue.

Task Groups consist of issue co-champions, one LEC representative and one non-LEC

representative, subject matter experts, and other interested parties. Substantive review ofan issue

is done at the Task Group level with Task Group progress on issues reported to and tracked by

the lAG, and periodic status reports presented to the fulJ IILC. The IILC provides feedback to

these issue status reports until the IILC reaches initial consensus on the Task Group's proposed

final resolution documentation. When that initial consensus is reached by the fulJ IILC, the first

"going" has occurred. This gives the industry an opportunity to review the Task Group's initial

resolution before the issue is considered complete.

This initial consensus resolution is also forwarded to the lAG where it is reviewed for

procedural fairness. This second step -- review for procedural fairness -- is considered the second

"going" in the process. It is the lAG's role in this part of the review to ensure that participants

were afforded due process in the resolution of the issue.

4



Upon completion of the review for procedural fairness, the issue resolution is forwarded

to the full IILC for final consensus or remanded to the Task Group to correct identified

deficiencies. Only issues that have gained final consensus approval by the full IILC may be

adopted and distributed as sanctioned IILC positions. This is the "gone" step and signifies

completion of the issue. Of course, if any participant has any concerns with the proposed

resolution ofan issue at any step of the process, whether it be a substantive concern with the

proposed resolution, or a procedural concern with the handling of the issue in the IILC process,

they are encouraged to submit written comments for further consideration. Until consensus is

reached on these comments, the issue shall be held in its initial "going" status. 6

The IILC's process, by design, affords a full and fair opportunity for all interested parties

to raise and discuss issues, views, objections, and concerns before reaching final agreement on the

outcome ofa matter. The IILC takes no position as to the merits of any of the concerns raised

about its processes in the comments filed in this proceeding.7 However, the IILC respectfully

submits that certain aspects of its processes warrant further detail so as to clarify any

misunderstandings or confusion which may exist regarding the IILC processes in general or as

these relate to the specific matters ofissue acceptance, voluntary participation, and the meaning of

consensus as elaborated on below.

6 A diagram ofthe path an issue takes through the IILC consensus process can be found
in the first Appendix of the IILC Handbook, Attachment B.

7 See U., comments ofATSI, at 2~ comments ofGeoNet generally~ comments of
Hatfield Associates, at 11~ comments ofITA generally~ comments ofMCI, at 9,32, Affidavit of
Peter Guggina, at 4-8~ and comments ofProdigy, at 4.
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II. ACCEPTANCE OF ISSUES BY THE IILC

The IILC was established to facilitate the exchange of information on network capabilities

related to DNA and/or local network interactivity. Importantly, all matters presented to the IILC

will be addressed. However, only those issues which are DNA-related or deal with local network

interactivity, and which are industry-wide in scope will be substantively discussed by the IILC. 8

Upon acceptance of an issue, the IILC will normally designate it as "provisional," and the

Task Group will make necessary revisions or modifications to the issue statement as needed.

"Provisional" acceptance does not preclude initiation ofwork on the issue by the Task Group but

indicates only that some aspect(s) of the issue statement needs clarification, modification or

additions. The provisional designation may be removed by the IILC at its next review ofthe issue

in a regular meeting.

Ifan issue as initially submitted does not meet the requisites, that is, it is not DNA-related,

nor does it deal with local network interactivity as per the IILC By-laws, the IILC, historically,

has also provisionally accepted such issues to afford both the originator ofthe issue and the

participants the opportunity to further discuss the matter to see, if perhaps, some aspect of the

issue or a redefinition of the issue would warrant the IILC's deliberations. If it cannot be

recharacterized so that it is appropriate for IILC consideration, then it is determined to be outside

the scope ofthe IILC's activities. However, even in this case, the IILC participants often provide

guidance to the originator as to where the issue/concern might be appropriately addressed.

Sometimes this guidance will be a suggestion to seek one-on-one discussions with IILC

participating companies or to take the issue to another industry forum.

• See Attachment B, IILC By-laws, Section 11,2.2-2.3.
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Issues within the scope of the IILC's activities are accepted based upon consensus.

Consensus requires that all views and objections be noted and considered, and that a concerted

effort be made toward their resolution. In ascertaining whether consensus has been reached, it is

the responsibility of the individual moderating the discussions to ensure that the consensus is a fair

representation of the various industry groups participating in the discussion and resolution

process.9

In all cases, meeting minutes are kept to provide a full record of discussions on the IILC's

treatment of issues being introduced, including any changes which were made to the issue to bring

it within the scope of the IILC so that it is suitable for IILC consideration.

m. VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION IN THE fiLC

As part of its adherence to the principles ofopenness and due process, it is recognized and

understood that participation in the IILC is voluntary. The voluntary nature of participation cuts

across several aspects of the IILC's activities. First, interested participants are invited and

encouraged to submit issues and contributions. It is expected that the issue originator or a

volunteer on behalf of the originator will bring a new issue to an IILC meeting for acceptance into

the IILC process. Though issue originators need not attend the IILC meeting when an issue is

submitted for acceptance by the IILC, it is highly recommended they do so. It is expected that the

originator will participate actively in the proceedings through issue resolution. 10 At no time,

9 Note that a party or parties who do not believe that the consensus reached is a fair
representation of the participating industry groups may appeal the consensus resolution to the
lAG and the full IILC.

10 The IILC makes an effort to accommodate those times when an issue champion cannot
be present by deferring discussions until the next available meeting, recognizing of course that
this may delay important work moving forward.

7



however, is a participant required to submit an issue or a contribution in support ofan issue. By

way ofexample, some participants, for valid business reasons~, the information is sensitive

and/or proprietary), may refrain from disclosing such information in a public, open arena like the

IILC.

Second, when a consensus resolution is reached, its implementation is voluntary.

Implementation ofIILC findings and/or recommendations is left up to the individual participants,

companies, and entities that participate in the IILC. II

The IILC does not control which services are offered by the participating companies~ nor

does it control how services are offered. When consensus is reached, the IILC believes that its

participants are committed to consider the IILC resolutions in good faith.

IV. THE MEANING OF CONSENSUS IN THE IILC

As previously stated, IILC consensus is established when substantial agreement has been

reached by directly and materially affected industry groups. 12 IILC consensus signifies that the

IILC has systematically reviewed an issue, sought to address it in a professional manner that

II In its resolution ofIssue #022, Unbundling Criteria, September 12, 1991, the IILC
agreed upon seven criteria for LECs to consider in evaluating ESP requests for specific services
and network capabilities: 1) utility to enhanced service providers; 2) technical feasibility; 3)
economic feasibility - market demand and cost considerations; 4) regulatory feasibility; 5) legal
feasibility; 6) LEC public policy feasibility; and 7) other (this category provides LECs with the
flexibility to address circumstances that are not addressed above). The IILC also recognizes that
in the Computer ill Inquiry, the FCC also established four criteria for the Bell Operating
Companies to consider in reaching their decisions on unbundling: 1) expected utility as perceived
by ESPs; 2) market demand~ 3) costing feasibility~ 4) and technical feasibility. However, the FCC
did not define these factors, and it did not provide explicit guidelines for their application.

12 Under some circumstances, consensus is achieved when the minority no longer wishes
to articulate its objections. In other cases, the opinion of the minority may, upon request, be
recorded with the substantial agreement of the majority.
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IILC has systematically reviewed an issue, sought to address it in a professional manner that

meets the needs ofthe originator, and has reached substantial agreement on findings,

recommendations, and/or technical descriptions ofpossible services. 13 A finding and/or

recommendation for a service request that has received IILC consensus provides participants with

documentation that can be used in the public domain or in interaction with individual companies

or entities. The IILC submits, however, that a consensus resolution does not mean that a uniform

national solution will be implemented.

The IILC has developed and utilizes the Systematic Uniformity Process14 to provide a

systematic framework to facilitate the uniform development and deployment ofnew DNA services

and capabilities. The Systematic Uniformity Process does not, however, dictate the application of

the uniform service request. Implementation is an individual company decision. The IILC submits

that achieving uniformity is part of the process. However, at the heart of the Systematic

Uniformity Process is the description being requested by the service provider. The goal of the

service request is to be as complete a technical description as possible so that a network provider

may respond whether it would be technically feasible to implement the request. The process

requires "give-and-take" by both interests. IS

Thus, consensus, whether it be as a result of the IILC's issue resolution process, or in the

I3 See Attachment B, IILC Handbook-Section IT, By-laws, Section VI, 6.2(4).

14 IILC Issue #021, "A Systematic Approach to Uniformity ofDNA Services," adopted
by the IILC October 17, 1990.

IS See Attachment B, IILC Handbook-Section ill, Administrative Procedures,
specifically, IILC Administrative Procedure 010 which sets forth the steps for service request
documentation.
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specific context of the IILC's Systematic Uniformity Process, is not an agreement by the

participants to uniformly implement the proposed service nor the technology on a national basis.

The IILC submits that it does not intend and never has intended to usurp a participating

company's ability to make independent business judgments and implementation plans.

The consensus process used by the IILC requires that a concerted effort be made toward

resolution, including the consideration ofall views and objections. The more complex the issue is

and depending on its nature, the longer it may take to reach consensus.

The IILC has gone so far as to develop suggested timeframes for issue resolution based on

its experience that issues before the IILC can be broadly grouped into four classifications:

1) education/discussion; 2) specific service requests; 3) position/action by IILC participants (non-

service specific); and 4) IILC position/action by external organizations. The proposed timeframes

for each group, ranging from two (2) months to twelve (12) months are tools developed by the

IILC to afford timely and effective management of issues. 16 The IILC recognizes that in certain

limited instances, there may be no agreement. However, the IILC submits that there is a

substantial record of successfully resolved issues which supports the IILC's process as a viable

means by which to continue to reach resolution. 17 Participants are given an opportunity to share

their positions, exchange important information, and have in-depth discussions of the issues. In

this regard, the IILC is and can continue to be an effective place to address issues related to ONA

and local network interactivity.

16 See Attachment B, IILC Handbook-IILC Administrative Procedures, Section III-IILC
Administrative Procedures 006, N.

17 See Attachment B, IILC Handbook-Appendices: Issue Reference.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the IILC respectfully submits these reply comments in an effort

to respond to comments and concerns as raised in CC Docket 95-20.

Respectfully submitted,

THE INFORMATION INDUSTRY
LIAISON COMMITTEE

By Its Attorney:

S san M. Miller, Vice President
an General Counsel
AI ance for Telecommunications

oust))' Solutions, Inc.

IILC Chair - Donald S. Radovich
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Comments Filed in CC Docket No. 95-20

Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee
Ameritech
Association of Te1emessaging Services International, Inc. ("ATSI")
AT&T Corporation
Bell Atlantic Telephone Companies
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
California Cable Television Association ("CCTA")
The Commercial Internet Exchange Association
CompuServe, Inc.
Cox Enterprises, Inc.
GeoNet Limited, L.P.
Hatfield Associates, Inc.
Infonnation Industry Association
Infonnation Technology Association of America
LDDS Communications, Inc.
MCI Telecommunications Corporation
National Cable Television Association, Inc. ("NCTA")
New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

and New York Telephone Company ("NYNEX")
Newspaper Association of America
Pacific Bell and Nevada Bell
Pacific Telesis
Prodigy Services Company
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company
US WEST, Inc
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Background of the IILC
Organizational Structure and Responsibilities

The IILC's "Going...Going...Gone" Consensus Process



The Information
Industry Liaison Committee
(IILe) is one of the
committees sponsored by the
Alliance for
Telecommunications Industry
Solutions (ATIS), formerly the
Exchange Carriers Standards
Association (ECSA).

.aokground of the
Information Industry
Liaison CommlHee

ATIS actively promotes the timely resolution of national
and international issues involving telecommunications standards and
the development of operational guidelines. It maintains flexible, open
industry forums, such as the IILC, to address technical and operational
issues affecting the nation's telecommunications facilities and services
and the development of innovative technologies. It serves as an
information resource to its members, the forum participants, federal
and state agencies and other interested parties. ATIS promotes
industry progress and harmony with minimal regulatory or legislative
intervention. Membership in ATIS is open to domestic providers of
telecommunications services with a plant investment in transport
and/or SWitching services.

ATIS agreed to sponsor the IILC at the request of the
Regional Bell Operating Companies (RBOCs) who learned from non
exchange carriers that there was a common need for an ongoing
forum in which interested parties could come together and discuss
Open Network Architecture (ONA) issues. The IILC was chartered in
October of 1987.

The IILC's mission is to serve as an interindustry
mechanism for the discussion and voluntary resolution of industry
wide concerns related to Open Network Architecture (ONA) and/or
local network interactivity.



Org_nlZ8tlonal
struoture

and Responslbilitle.
of the IILC

The organizational
structure of the IILC consists
of the fullllLC, the
Interindustry Advisory Group
(lAG), and issue-specific Task
Groups, with responsibilities
as follows:

• The fullilLC is the deliberative body of allllLC
participants in which final consensus on issues
related to ONA is obtained. Other functions of the
IILC include issue introduction and definition,
ongoing issue review, and industry presentations
and tutorials.

• The lAG supervises the administrative, procedural
and logistical functions of the IILC, and reviews
recommendations from the Task Groups for
adherence to the IILC By-Laws and procedures. Its
representation corresponds to the interest groups
that participate in the IILC.

• The Task Groups develop recommendations and
consensus resolutions for issues assigned by the full
IILC or for those issues directly raised by participants
on the Task Group.



The IlLes
IIGolng•••Golng•.•Gonen

ConsensusProces.

The IILC
consensus process begins
when an industry
representative brings a
specific service request or
"strategic" issue before the
full IILC for consideration.
New issues can also be
presented initially to the lAG (Interindustry Advisory Group) or to a
Task Group which will subsequently refer these to the fullIlLC.

The issue originator describes the nature of the request to
the IILC participants, who debate whether the issue is an appropriate
one for the IILC to investigate. If the IILC accepts a new issue, it will
be on a pending basis until its Task Group presents a formal issue
statement to the IILC. An issue receives a reference number, and a
volunteer LEC or non-LEC co-champion is solicited to join the issue
originator in leading a Task Group to investigate the issue.

Task Groups consist of issue co-champions (one local
exchange carrier (LEC) representative and one non-LEC
representative), subject matter experts, and other interested parties.
Substantive review of an issue is done at the Task Group level with
Task Group progress on issues reported to and tracked by the lAG,
and periodic status reports presented to the full IILC. The IILC
provides feedback to these status reports until the IILC reaches initial
consensus on the Task Group findings and recommendations. The
initial consensus resolution is then forwarded to the lAG where it is
reviewed for procedural fairness.
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When the IILC
reaches initial consensus on a
Task Group's findings and
recommendations GOING...,
its initial consensus resolution
is then forwarded to the lAG
where it is reviewed for
procedural fairness.

GOING... Upon completion of this review, the issue resolution is
forwarded for final IILC consensus or remanded to the Task Group to
correct identified deficiencies. Only issues that have gained final
consensus approval by the full IILC may be adopted and distributed as
sanctioned IILC positions ...GONE.


